











when Are Models Limiting?

The limitation for the use of models is closely
related to the type of model being developed. For
example, some models are intended to be site speci-
fic (e.g., most iconic and analog models, in other
words, material models in Figure 1), whereas other
models are intended to be of a general nature
(e.g., the mathematical models in Figure 1). For
mathematical models of an empirical nature, care
must be exercised when extrapolating the results
beyond the conditions for which the data was avail-
able to develop the model. An example of such an
extrapolation is the extension of .the USLE to
rangeland and forested conditions with minimal
pertinent data for parameter validation.

With theoretical mathematical models, the intent is
to conceptualize a model and define the parameter
values for a variety of conditions such that the
model can be used without calibration. The intent
with some of the recent Natural Rescurce Models
developed in ARS was for this condition. Models
like CREAMS (Knisel, 1980), EPIC, SPUR (Wight,
1983), and SPAW (Saxton et al., 1974) are intended
for use without calibration, although the avail-
ability of data to test the simulation greatly
improves the confidence of the user. Even with
these theoretical models, care must be used when
applying the model outside the context in which it
was developed.

Finally, one other problem that is evolving with
many natural resource models (we use this limita-
tion because of our familiarity with them) in-
volves the need for elaborate and detailed train-
ing as a basis for use of such models. Some of
these models have become so complicated that it
requires a highly trained scientist or engineer to
use the technology. Some model developers seem to
assume the work is done when the model is published
in scientific literature, and are not willing to
take the needed extra step to ensure development of
user manuals, user-friendly pro- grams, etc.--the
need for technology transfer.

future Modeling Efforts

Future modeling trends are somewhat difficult to
project, except for very short time frames, because

of the dynamic nature of the computer hardware and
software industry. Having received much of our
formal training during the times of slide rules and
electro-mechanical calculators, advances within the
last three decades are astonishing. Computer stor-
age that once occupied large rooms can now be con-
tained on a single chip, so more miniaturization
that can make a significant difference hardly seems
possible, either in cost or weight. However, three
things likely will occur in future models for agri-
cultural applications. :

1. Some farmers and other business people as well
will use models in their daily operations.

2. There will be considerable effort to download
large programs from mainframe computers to
mini, or even personal computers, and many of
these will operate in the field on portable
computer units.

3. Artificial intelligence (AI) and a subset of it

known .as expert systems will play an
increasingly important role.

These projections may seem conservative to many of
you because we can already do many of these things,
although the costs may not make all of them
economical in 1985.

Artificial intelligence research has several goals,
including the development of computational models
of intelligent behavior, both its cognitive and
perceptual aspects (Duda and Shortliffe, 1983). A
more engineering-oriented goal of Al is the devel-
opment of computer programs that can solve problems
normally thought to require human intelligence.
The field of Al consists of several areas, in-
cluding speech recognition, language understanding,
image analysis, robotics, and consultation or
expert systems. This latter area is the one with
the most immediate application in agricultural
research (Michie, 1983) and, specifically, natural
resource problem solving.

The goal of expert systems research is to provide
tools that exploit new ways to encode and use
knowledge to solve problems--not to duplicate
intelligent human behavior in all aspects. The
simplest, and generally the most successful, expert
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systems are classification programs. Their purpose
is to weigh and balance evidence for a given case
to decide how it should be categorized.

The identification and encoding of knowledge. is one
of the most complex and arduous tasks encountered
in the development of an expert system. And in
fact, the very attempt to construct a knowledge
base often reveals knowledge gaps in the subject,
as well as weaknesses fn available representation
techniques. A major effort in the development of
the expert systems, then, is to overcome these gaps
and to build a system where future knowledge can
readily be introduced.

In summary, an expert system is one in which a
nonexpert uses a computer program to help arrive at
the same decision an expert would. An expert sys-
tem is a way to “take advantage" of an expert's
knowledge in some subject area and convert it, via
a computer program, to assist in problem solving.

Summary

Erosion-productivity models have already had a
significant impact on the RCA process (PL 95-192)
in USDA. It seems likely that their role in the
1985 assessment will be even more dramatic; at
least the results of the model simulation promise
to be better than those of the 1980 effort.

The fact that models play an important role in RCA
is not serendipitous; rather, it is a credit to
those in RCA leadership who recognized the power of
models to assist with problem assessment, problem
analysis, and the consequent judicious management
of our nation's soil and water resources.

We have introduced the subject of mathematical
models, identified schemes for their classifica-
tion, discussed problems encountered when using
models, identified some modeling limitations, and
finally made some projections regarding what we
expect models to do in the future. The “sky seems
to be the limit* in models, only restricted by our
ability to collect prototype data to validate the
built-in assumptions that limit such models.
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DESIGN, OPERATION, AND HISTORY OF EPIC
By Jimmy Williams

The Erosion Productivity Impact Calculator (EPIC)
model was designed to determine the relationship
between erosion and productivity. The EPIC model
started with a meeting of several USDA agencies
here in February 1980. At that meeting the
National Soil Erosion  Productivity Research
Planning Committee was appointed. They developed
the state-of-the-art paper “Soil Erosion Effects on
Soil Productivity”, a research perspective that was
published in the Journal of Soil and Water Conser-
vation. The third major step came in the develop-
ment pnase at a meeting in September 1981 at
Purdue. At this meeting, four thrust areas were
formed--modeling, field experimentation, erosion
mechanics, and conservation tillage. My remarks
today will be limited to the modeling effort.

The modeling group was formed with a team of 14
researchers from three agencies and several loca-
tions throughout the country. The model was first
reported operational in May of 1982 at an inter-
national symposium on ecological modeling at Fort
Collins, Colorado. The latest major development to
report is the completion of 15 to 20,000 runs for
the 1985 RCA in December 1984.

In developing the EPIC model, the major objective
was to develop a mathematical model for use in
determining the relationship between erosion and
productivity. To do that we felt the model needed
to simulate the physical processes involved simul-
taneously and realistically using readily available
inputs. The model also had to be capable of simu-
lating hundreds of years because erosion can be a
relatively slow process. We wanted the model to be
generally applicable, computationally efficient,
capable of computing effects of management changes,
and operational by July 1, 1983, to provide infor-
mation for the 1985 RCA.

Model Operation

The EPIC model is applicable to small areas because
it assumes the soil, land use, management, etc. are
essentially homogeneous. In the vertical direc-
tion, it allows up to ten soil layers, with vari-
able thicknesses. It operates on a daily time
step. And each time we have an erosion event, the
eroded thickness is removed from the soil profile.

Various wuser options are provided by the EPIC
model. Precipitation, temperature, and radiation
variables may be input daily or the precipitation
can be input and the other two generated. However,
for most applications all three are generated. The
RCA analysis was a good example of complete weather
generation. Another noteworthy feature of the
weather generator is its ability to repeat the same
weather sequence at a particular site to properly
evaluate various management strategies. Any number
of weather sequences can be generated at a site to
determine the effect of weather variation on a
particular strategy. The output of the EPIC model
can be obtained on a daily, monthly, or annual
basis. We are able to simulate dryland, sprinkler,
or furrow irrigation. Also, drainage systems are
simulated. The EPIC farm machinery table includes
about 100 pieces of aquipment and the user can
specify which to use in a particular simulation.
Fertilizer may be applied at specific dates and
rates, or it can be applied automatically as with
the RCA version of the model. Water erosion is
estimated by three different equations, and any one
of the three can be designated as the one that
interacts with the other components of the model.
Wind erosion is also simulated. The EPIC crop
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General Comments by K. G. Ren '
. s by K. G. ard on Assessment and i
Erosion Productivity Impact Estimators, USDA-SCST Agl??nlggssmff Report, Forum on

loss which is not modeled by EPIC. You have to get
away from the points and model the geometry of

landscapes before you can tie all  of this
together.
J.Miranowski: [t intrigues me that we have put a

large group of scientists to work
on EPIC over a number of years, and we've erred
only on the side of underestimating the jmpact of
soil erosion on productivity.
many other cases where we have had a large group of
recognized scientists where we have always erred on
one side of the issue. Further, the EPIC efforts
have been submitted to numerous peers for criti-
cism.

Does EPIC consistently underestimate productivity
impacts or is jt simply that we have come up with
some relatively low productivity impact estimates?
And, where might we have erred on the side of over-
estimation, or is it just a one-sided err? 1 can
think of a few cases from the economic perspective
where the error may have gone in the other direc-
tion.

T. Robertson: In our review process, as 1

. ~ mentioned earlier, our soil
scientists and agronomists were very skeptical in
the beginning and Vvery supportive of EPIC at the
end of the review process. A1l through the process
they kept saying we were underestimating erosion
and yield impacts. They said we were underesti-
mating basically because cpIC estimates the jmpact
on a point. In some cases, the Dyke-Hagen Yield
Spil Loss Simulator might be much better, because
when they looked at the soil map units, they were
getting the jmpact across the map unit. [t was
taking into consideration the nobs that are in
Orangeville. We had an Orangeville pedon that we
ran in EPIC at Temple. When it was reviewed, the
soil scientists said that we were not going to get
_that nign & yieid on Orangeville. We got a high
yieid on Orangeville because we had a pedon out of
the best part of the fisld. We didn't have the
aob. This s one reason wny €PIC underestimates
argsion ImMpacts. There may be some overestimations
of ‘mpact. but | «wuld say, in genera1, it is
underestimating. That was the general feeling of

I don't know of very .

our soil scientists and agronomists throughout
evaluation process.
underestimating impacts.

namely the impact at a point.

K. Renard:

and develop.
ment--in its first stage a modeling effort
revolutionary; and subsequently,

the_'

They were concerned about
But EPIC is not under-
estimating what it is supposed to be estimating,

Some comments are in order at this
point regarding how models evolve :
There are stages to model develop- -
is ¢
it's evolution- |

ary. EPIC went through the revolutionary stage a !

couple years ago and development now is evolution-
gut one of the problems besetting ’

ary in nature.

us as the model evolves is that the conceptualiza-
tion that takes place with many models such as €PIC

js more detailed in its conceptualization, or

in

its mathematical formulation, than we can develop
and design field experiments with which we can make

the measurements to validate the model in
entirety. For example,

its

as the model was first

postulated and developed, we used some time tested

principles, such as curve numbers, USLE, and
forth. We feel i

S0

comfortable with these knowing

something about such technology, but we know there

are problems and limitations with them.

In many of

the other algorithms that are used in 2 model like
EpPIC, there have peen experiments that have vali-
dated algorithms used at a specific site, and often

only at a specific site.

I'm sure the EPIC authors

would say that the nitrogen/phosphorous rout ines
certainly have never peen validated over the entire
range of problems that we are attempting to simu-

jate with in this modeling process.
we are using some technology that was developed
a crash because of time constraints.

to use this technology to do a big jobe.

Furthermore,

in

Now we nave
But we are

using technology that at this point is still unval-
jdated, and w’ 11 evolve for many years to come.
Ultimately this technology will probably be con-
giderably changed from that which we are using

today.

A further point reqarding the model evolu-

tion is that the version of EPIC being used in the
1985 RCA is the 12th or 14th or even the 20th ver-

sion of EPIC and jt's only 3 years old.

An analo-

gous situation involves SCS with the 9th approxima-

tion, 5th revision of the soil
series or whatever the numbers are.

classification
Soil scien-

tists are taking pot-shots at it and I'm sure that
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more evolutions of this soil classification scheme
will be forthcoming. My end point is that we are
talking about things that we really shouldn't be
talking about. We don‘'t know whether these
model/classification schemes are right or wrong.
We don't know whether the productivity reduction of
five bushels per acre due to erosion is because we
are on the mid-slope point or on the up slope
poiat, or at the toe of the slope. Much of this
technology is unknown because the research has
never been validated as an entire package. Simi-
larly, the EPIC model needs more validation based
on field experiments but even without such valida-
tion, the EPIC model, with the known physics upon
which it is based, is a sound scientific product.

J. Fletcher: Two points--first, the fertility is

not being replaced. [ don't have
enough experience or knowledge to know that in
general, but in at least one study we have done in
Indiana where we did a number of sites on farmers'
fields and looked at the fertility levels, I would
say that is not true. The P and K levels, at least
in much of the Corn Belt, are high enough that they
are not limiting factors, even on eroded soil. I
don't know how generalizable that is, but this was
taken in one of the better corn growing areas in
Indiana; we can take it for what it's worth.
Second--on slope, we are trying to do exactly that
at Purdue. [ am working in conjunction with George
Foster at the Soil Erosion Lab, and Dave Beasley at
Ag Engineering. We are looking at the impact of
slope and slope shape and we are trying to combine
using EPIC with some of the CREAMS-type models and
answers. Another thing in that modeling effort--
one of the problems in using EPIC in this partic-
ular effort is what do you do in the points of the
slope where you get sedimentation and you get soil
build-up. As far as we know, and I think it is
true, is that it is not handled well in EPIC at
this time, so we are making some (probably) hor-
rendous assumptions and they may be somewhat ac-
curate and they may be grossly inaccurate, but we
will make them anyway.

Third, a technical point has to do with the way
EPIC is being used with the random number generator

when you are looking at P-0 and P-1 and the effects
of no erosion and erosion on productivity. It fis
done with a single draw from a stochastic process
over a 100-year time horizon and you have to point
out that it is a single draw. And yes, it's been
looked at as a reasonable weather pattern. But you
have no idea what is really going on_in the mean of
that process, the way it's being used so far. It
may be valid--it probably will not be a
problem--but until you have looked at what is
really going on in a statistical sense, you have to
realize that there is a substantial question in
that particular area that needs to be discussed.

J. Williams: It is unlikely that accumulated
erosion during a 100-year period
would vary appreciably for different 100-year

weather sequences.

J. Putman: You might want to point out that
the weather data sets that we have
used have been checked to show no trends. We have

eliminated that trend possibility.

J. Williams: I said this morning that EPIC is
just a simple hillside model and we
are not trying to account for differences in slope
configurations or any of that sort of thing at this
time. MNot that we don't think these things are
important, it's just that we tried to do what we
could within a reasonable length of time.

C. Ogg: At the time RCA was conducted,

there wasn't information about what
soils are vulnerable and apparently that is still
being developed. If you have a group of soils that
you are concerned with, that are vulnerable and
make up a small part of the cropland base--and you
are not able to have a land group in your sampling
that represents those soils--the sample may not

represent them. In fact, the sampling procedure

would appear to be biased against the vulnerable
soils which benefit most from conservation.



and erosion on productivity are done with a single
draw from a stochastic process over a 100-year time
horizon. You need to point out that you are using
a single draw that appears to represent a “reason-
able* weather pattern. It should be noted that
this does not necessarily represent the mean of
that process. The series you are using may be
valid--it most likely will not present a problem.
However, until you have looked at what is really
going on in a statistical sense, there is a sub-
stantial question in this area that needs to be
discussed.

B. English: I just want to make one more

comment. There's a whole other
side to this thing, and that‘'s the data needs of
EPIC, and what data researchers are collecting.
Again, if we have researchers in each state or even
parts of states coilecting data and putting it in
this model, it would be nice if we had some kind of
central store house to store some of this data. We
need to make sure it was consistent before it went
into the storing house so other researchers
wouldn't have to go through what John went through
in '83 collecting the data. We'd expand our data
base because of the number of users using it.

[ would like to make those of you
_ in the audience who might not be
aware that there are a couple of regional research
committees in the land grant universities who are,
in fact, involved in collecting and designing field
experiments to provide validation for EPIC. One is
NC126, if I remember right, and there's also the
Southern Committee, SC126, both of whom have
designed multi-state, multi-location experiments.
They're experiments for multiple soils and for
multiple cropping systems with the intention to
provide validation data to test the EPIC and the PI
models. There are also a number of ARS locations
that are involved in some similar activities as
well as in these regional committees.

K. Renard:

A second point should be made with regard to a
central clearinghouse for the EPIC model. I
personally have some strong opinions that for some
time into the future, this location needs to be
tied very closely to the Temple location, and to

those people who have been the prime architects of
this effort. If I am correct, the model changes
almost daily, so if somebody is intending to begin
the use of this technology, it behooves that person
to write directly to the Temple location to get a
current version of not only the program but also
the test data and the user's manual. If you get it
from one of your cohorts, you're in all probability
going to get an antiquated version -that's not going
to have all the most current information.

I also have some strong feelings
in this area. [ think we have to
face the fact that over the next few years there
are going to be many EPIC's at many levels of
detail, and they'11 drift quite far apart, perhaps,
over time. This doesn't necessarily make any of
them good, bad, or better. It merely means there
are a lot of other applications. 1 happen to know
of two. Texas A and M has a recent version of the
interactive model and is tailoring it to Texas.
lowa State has a version. [owa has an interdisci-
plinary committee developing a data bank which
includes about 40 Iowa soils. I think 2 or 3 years
from now they'll both be EPIC models, but I would
expect the Texas A and M version to be vastly dif-
ferent from the Iowa State version. They probably
should be, because the Texas version will emphasize
local conditions in Texas. The Iowa model wili
emphasize important Iowa issues. I think the
important thing is that somebody needs to keep
track of the conceptual linkages to translate among
these models but not wire them together and keep
them identical. [ think keeping the cutting edge
of technology in the model depends on the user.
Also, [ would hope that someone gets a national
version of EPIC, sort of an aggregate policy level
model that probably will be quite different from
the local models and not very useful at the local
level. Nevertheless, everything that's known at
the local level should feed into this. [ see this
going in many directions, and [ think they're all
good.

J. Putman:

I want to reinforce what John's

saying. This is part of the
research process. [ think Ken described it yester-
day as revolution and evolution. [t's important to

R. Follett:
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season. The channels are usually shallow enough to
move across. By fall or harvest, these same areas
may show up again and may be 6 to 12 inches deep
and several feet wide. Damage to harvest equipment
may occur when the combine drops into an ephemeral
gully and runs the nose of the combine into the
ground or breaks some other part. The other aspect
of ephemeral gully erosion is the long-term
resource base productivity loss which occurs to an
ephemeral influenced or contributing area. This
area may be anywhere from a few feet to as much as
100 to 200 feet on each side of the ephemeral
gullies. These contributing areas start experien-
cing yield declines as the soil is moved into the
voided ephemeral area. This loss of productivity
is much greater than the USLE-measured sheet and
rill erosion damage discussed at this meeting.

In Nebraska, we have observed that the upper
reaches of the ephemeral gullies extend into soils
with less than 2 percent slopes. This observation
suggests that the influenced area of ephemeral ero-
sion might exceed the immediate area of the dendri-
tic pattern.

The latter observation again points out the need
for more research and modeling of ephemeral erosion
processes.

K. Renard: ['d like to reply to what has

been raised here. We in ARS have
been concerned about ephemeral erosion as have a
lot of the people in SCS. There is some ongoing
work to address these problems. They're in various
states of being available technology to address the
problem, but let me back up a little bit. Two
weeks ago we had two back-to-back work sessions at
West Lafayette, I[ndiana, where SCS, ARS, and a
bunch of other user and research groups, primarily
some university people, got together. At those two
sessions, we talked about a revision of the USLE
Agricultural Handbook 537. The new handbook, we
anticipate, will be available in its first draft,
not in a final printed version, by the end of this
calendar year. We feel pretty sure of this
commitment because, for example, it will be
presented at the winter meeting of the American
Society of Agricultural Engineers in Chicago. The
handbook will include some rather dramatic changes

in the way cover management is handled. A lot of
the management practices were developed: from
experiments with economic practices that are no
longer prevalent. Grass basins were different.
Plant canopies were different, and so forth, and
we're finding that the cover management term to
date often does not adequately reflect what is
being experienced.

Now with regard to concentrated flow erosion, and [
mentioned that there is some work being done to
address that problem. It will not necessarily be
jncluded in t'is revision of 537. However, there
is some technology today which can approach it, and
that is the CREAMS model. That's one option that's
available to you. There is some ongoing work, some
experimental work in Ames, lowa, with John Laughlin
and a couple of his cohorts at Iowa State Univer-
sity for this problem of concentrated flow ero-
sion. There is also some work being done at the
USDA sedimentation laboratory at Oxford, Mississip-
pi, in coope-ation with Colin Thorne from Colorado
State University, to provide a separate estimating
algorhythm which then becomes sort of an add-on
term to the USLE procedure for estimating this con-
centrated flow erosion routine. If [ were given my
druthers, I'd suggest that you use the CREAMS
model, but the CREAMS model also requires quite a
bit of concentrated effort to use and, therefore,
for broad application planning purposes, it some-
times becomes difficult. Now the second part of
that week we spent at Purdue, we concentrated on
what we call second generation erosion technology,
and this is what we anticipate in ARS and the
research community as the erosion estimating tech-
nology that will replace USLE within a 3 to 5 year
time frame. George Foster from our National Soil
Erosion Laboratory is the leader of this effort,
and we feel that we have this work fairly well
under way and in hand and we think that within, for
example, 3 to 5 years we will have such technology
available. Some of the essential features of that
technology will make it quite different from what's
imbedded in Handbook 537. For example, we antici-
pate that it will probably operate on a lap-type
computer or a portable computer that will be able
to be taken into the field. Secondly, that the
model would probably be hydrologically driven, and
probably even have imbedded in it a climate gener-
ating routine. We think it will consider both rill
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and interrill erosion processes as contrasted to
the lumped approach that's presently taken in the
USLE, but that it will also include concentrated
flow erosion such as you've mentioned being a
problem in Nebraska. It will, therefore, be capa-
ble of taking not only the eroded materfal that {s
estimated to be dislodged at an upslope point, but
also transport that material downslope and poten-
tially down to a deposition point at the toe of a
slope or transport it to some point in a stream and
then represent some “small® (and I put that in
quotes because it's {11 defined) upstream homogen-
ous response unit. In other words, we're not
talking about applying it to something hundreds of
acres in size where you might be faced with varying
soils and many different types of agronomic sys-
tems, but we're talking about applying it to a
field that might have some complex topography in ft
with some channel network, but probably have a
relatively homogenous set of soils and agronomic
practices associated with it. So that's kind of a
nutshell of where we in ARS anticipate some of the
next generation erosion technology going. Obvious-
ly, if that type of technology comes on board,
that's going to give still a new challenge to the
EPIC people, because it's going to be a major job
to incorporate that into the EPIC model.

J. Putman: Let me change the tone of this
- and throw a challenge back to the
foundation. Right now, we've talked about how

important onsite and offsite is. We have discussed
what a big job it is to put together a data set to
run CREAMS. It's essentially impossible  to put
together a nationally consistent data set to run
anything that goes beyond a point. [ think
modeling technology has far outdistanced data
technology and information technology. And so, let
me challenge SCS. ARS is buildirg landscape
models, let me challenge SCS to tiptoe through the
tulips in the NRI and start generating landscape
information on a national basis that the model can
run on. One without the other is worthless at the
national level, to do program and policy analysis.
I understand how badly you want to talk about
landscapes in the NRI.

[ think that's one of our main
purposes for having the meeting
this afternoon--to coordinate some of this.

J. Maetzold:

As some of you know, we've had a
national interagency
since 1975,

D. McCormack:

yield committee discussing the

S

b LT

soil-crop

DN

opportunity to put crop yield data and accompanying B

soil
base.

and management data
The ways in which this might prove to be

into a national data

useful have not been fully described, perhaps, but ‘-
most pecple that were involved in the activity felt ~
that ultimately the national aggregation of crop -

yield data should be of quite a lot of value. That

work has proceeded rather slowly since 1975. At ‘

this time we do have a data form.
think it's not complete enocugh.
data form, the
handling the data in the data form, and data from
small plot research, field trial research, or even
data from farmer's fields are now being entered
into that data base. It may be now actually be
that the time has come, as Ken Renard suggested,
that the national data base should be at Temple.
But [ think researchers concerned with any aspect
of soil productivity should be familiar with this
data base and contribute their data to it. It is a
worthy activity, and I don't know anybody that's
worked on it so far that's really seen the
direction f{t ought to go, but somebody ought to
really be thinking about it, I think, for future
application.

A lot of people

I will briefly comment on our

experience during the last half
year at Washington and Oregon in using EPIC. The
work is funded by the Western National Technical
Center of SCS. The purpose 1is to develop
district-level . managerial decision models for
farmers, particularly to address the problem of
switching over to annual cropping in traditional
summer fallowing areas. The erosion rates are
about three times as high on summer fallowed land
as on annually spring cropped land. The kicker is
that the yield and income risk are greatly
increased when you switch to an annual cropping
scheme. EPIC presents an attractive mechanism for
looking at both the risk, in yields and incomes,
and average yields and incomes. One can also use

0. Young:

EPIC to introduce no-till or minimum tillage in
conjunction with annual cropping. McCool (ag.
engineering) and I (ag. econ.) are principal

investigators on this project.
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K. Renard: I have some problems with those
aggregations that you did and the
smoothing that's imbedded in them. [ realize that
for the sake of boiling that information down to
something manageable, the data must be aggregated
some way, but it's imperative that you also provide
at that point in the report some information that
tells a little bit about the variability that's
imbedded within that aggregation. In other words,
to present that aggregation and not tell about some
of the inherent variability across major land re-
source areas is masking out the reality of what's
happening on a specific farm or within a specific
soil or within that land resource region. Oon't
give the reader of the RCA report the impression
that those averages really mean what you are saying
they mean. The well-adopted analogy applies here
that if I'm standing with one foot in a bucket of
jce and the other in a bucket of hot water, on the
average [ may feel 0K, but I'm still in trouble.
And that's the case that we're getting into when we
start aggregating like we're doing. With regard to
the wind and the water erosion, how you aggregate
them is a problem. [ suggest that you aggregate
the two separately because, in all probability,
given, that you're. having wind erosion, you're
probably not having water erosion. They're occur-
ring at different times, most likely. Therefore
they're more or less distinct processes that are
mutually exclusive, so if you're in a period or in
a year where you've got excessive wind erosion, in
all probability you're not likely to have a lot of
water erosion. And vice versa. So you're probably
going to have to aggregate those separately.
Again, I would make a pitch that you include some
illustrations that make that point.

Jo Putman: We had an 8 1/2 by 1} bias in our

examples because of the size of
the overheads. They are intended to communicate
quick answers to an audience. There will be, of
course, some summaries by regions, but we hope to,
at the very least, talk about the M.RA variability
within the regions--where the high and the lows
are. 0id the crop aggregations bother anybody? We
find that the data are little different and much
more understandable with five crop groups instead
of 17 crops. You can't believe what it does to the

data cost when you mash a 17 x 17 matrix to a

5 x 5. But again, it makes a big difference,f'
particularly in the Great Plains, when you present
these potential losses, .if you present the total

loss from wind and water, as opposed to water

erosion alone. That's why the Corn Belt jumped out
so far yesterday, because we used water erosion °

only. The Great Plains is suffering some large

amounts of wind erosion. Combining wind and water ;

erosion will give a different pictures

K. Flach: [ have strong viewpoints on wind

erosion. [ have a very good
answer, John, and I think your statement isn't *

quite right, that the plant doesn't care whether it

has lost the soil by wind or water erosion, because .

there's more selective erosion by wind erosion than
by water erosion. But, be that as it may, try to
keep them apart as long as you can. And then at
the end put them together. According to the NRI,
more than 1/3 of the total erosion in the country
is by wind erosion, and therefore we've got to have
it in there--it's a big factor. On the other hand,
in looking over your data, on the soils and in the
areas where we have high wind erosion, except for a
few soils, the impact of erosion on productivity
isn't very high. So it probably isn't going to
make a lot of difference.

W. Fuchs: 1 said the impact of wind erosion
is not very high on inherent
productivity, but it is quite high on annual

productivity.

J. Stierna: Let me just raise two questions

about the issue between wind and
water erosion. Do EPIC results show a greater
sensitivity to an erosion event by water compared
to wind and how sensitive is the impact of erosion

on productivity as it relates to the time horizon?

J. Putman: This is a key point. The

coefficients that we computed with
regression analysis are based upon total soil loss
over time. They must be, because in the 100th year
the productivity change is not very sensitive to

how soil was removed in the first 10 years. So
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